
Identify an EUSGU

Has EU 
commenced 
operation?

Emission 
limit not 

achieved in 
practice.

Does 
the EU combust 

bituminous 
coal?

Not 
considered 

similar source. 
(subcategory)

Is 
the EU a 

pulverized coal 
unit?

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Identify as 
similar source.

Does 
unit have mercury 

emissions test data while 
firing bituminous 

coal?
Eliminate 

unless 
more data 
becomes 
available.

Evaluate available test data 
for comparability. (Ontario 

hydro as the standard- ICR3)

Does this 
test data have a comparison among 
controlled and uncontrolled mercury 

emissions?

If no 
comparison, can we make 

some appropriate assumptions 
to determine it? 
(coal samples)

Evaluate test data 
for validity.  Use 
only valid test 

data.

Continue 
on next 
page

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Identify Similar Sources

Review of Available Site Specific 
Emissions Data

No

Yes
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Continued 

Normalize stack test data.  Use F-
factor adjustment and/or bias 

adjustment factor if necessary.

Does the control device 
configuration used by the source 

have a previously developed statistically relevant 
(R-squared) algorithm for explaining mercury removal 

based on a relationship to the chlorine content in the coal 
that is combusted during 

the test?
(as used by EPA)

Apply the chlorine curve 
for defining process 

control variability as a 
function of chlorine.

Define process control 
variability through a 

statistical one-sided z-test 
confidence interval on the 

individual test runs. 
(NACAA)

NoYes

Apply the process control 
variability adjusted mercury 

removal rate (%) to individual 
coal samples combusted by 

that source. (ICR2)

Sort results in 
ascending order.

Derive 97.5th percentile based 
on sample order from the 

previous step and interpolating.

Convert to output 
based emission rate. 

(lbs/TW-hr)

Compare to emission achieved in practice 
under the worst foreseeable conditions at 

other similar sources and/or as determined 
by another valid variability approach. 

(EPA-DOE)

Is this source 
the lowest?

Define Best 
Performing 

Similar 
Source under 

the worst 
foreseeable 
conditions.

Not the Best 
Performing 

Similar 
Source under 

the worst 
foreseeable 
conditions.

NoYes

Process Control Variability

Raw Material Variability

Definition of Worst Foreseeable
Conditions at that Source

Evaluate Group
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